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The attaoliecl two (2) drawing sheets inokicfe proposed changes to FlGs> 1-4 and 
replace the ongina^ three (3) sheets indudlng FIGs. 1-4 
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R^p^y to finsi Ot^sos g<jtjor? 1? October 2006 



REMARKS / DISCUSSIOM OF jSSUES 

Claims 1-1 1 and 15-23 are pending in the appHcation. Claims 12-14 are 
canceled herein, and claims 17-23 are newly addend. 

Claims are amended for norvslatutory reasons, to correct one or more 
mfomiaHties, remove figure label nymber(s}, and/or to replace European claim 
phraseology with U.S. cialm language having the same meaning. 

Claim 1 Is amerided to mstore the cla^m to ris onginal scope. Because the 
applteants' prior amendment and assooiated remarks had no effect on the 
determuiatton of the paterriabHity of the claims, the appNcants herein recant any and 
ail prior remarks. 

In like manner, dams 12 and 13 are replaced by claims 17 and 18, 

respectively, with the intent of providing these claims the original scope of claims 12 

and 13. in the prior Office action, claims 12 and 13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

101 for claiming a computer program. The Office action cited ypEP 210d.!V.B:la to 

support this rejeotloii, stating that a computer program, per se, is non-statutory 

subject matter. The appltoants note that yPEP 2106JV.S.1 states: 

''computer programs cklmed a^* coitipEter listings j?er eve, Le,, ft^ de^>criptbnN^ or 
€xpre$5^.ion$ of the programs, are not physical ''thmg^/' Th^y are neither computer 
components nor statutory processes, a$ they are not ''acts-- being pertbrmed... In 
contrast, stmetiiral and ftmcttona! mterrelationships betwe^i^ the oompite 
program and the rest of ihe computer which permit the computer progmm*s 
ftiuctionahty to be realized ... is thus statutory/' (Bold emphasis added.) 

Claims 17 and 18 do not claim a computer listmg par se: rather, they define a 

progn^m that is oonfigur^sd to permit the computer prograrr^'s fiinctionaNty to be 

reafeed, and thus constitute statutory subject matter, per MPEP 2106. 

The Office action objects to the drawings. FfepSacement drawings are 
enclosed. 
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Reply to nml Omm mnon of 17 October 2006 



The Office action rafacts claims 1-1 1 and 15-16 under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) over 
Woodward (USPA 20030028721) and Kawamura et al. (USP 6,424,614, herainalter 
Kawamura). The appJfcants respectfully traverse thte raject^on. 

The E>cam^ner's attention requested to MPEF 2142. wherein It is stated: 

"To esmhlish ^ prima facie case of obviousness ... th^ prior art reference (or 
refcrejices when combmed) mmt teach mmggest aii the eimm UmitMtmm... If the 
examiBcr does not produce aprima jbcie the applicant is iiiider no obligauon to 
submit evkience of nonobviousness.'' 

Claim 1 , upon which ciaims 2-7 and 15-16 depend, cfaims a method of 
generating an Identification data biook wherem a f^rst pari idantification block is 
formed from track start position ^formation and a second part ident^ficafen block 
formed from a total for the number of tracks on the data carrter, wherein an XOR 
gating funotfon used to form the first part kJentiHoatlon block from the start position 
^formation, and an XOR gating operation is then Hkewfee used to form the 
identification data block from the first and second part identification blocks. 

Claim 8. upon wliich claims 9-11 depend, daims an arrangement for 
generating an identification data block that Includes first generating, means for 
generating a first part identification bSock from track start position information by 
means of an XOR gating operation, second generating means for generating a 
second part identification block from a total for the number of tracks on the data 
carrier, and gating means that are arranged to generate the Identification data biock 
from the first and second parts by means of an XOR fijnction. 

Neither Woodwanrf nor Kawamura teaches or suggests an XOR gating 
function being used to form a first part: Identification block from start position 
Information, and neither Woodward nor Kawamura teaches or suggests an XOR 
gating opemtlon being used to form an Identification data block from first and second 
part identification blocks. 

Woodward defines a first Identifier based on the lengths of the tracks, and a 
second identifier based on the number of tracks of different length. With regard to the 
first identifier, Woodward teaches that this identifier b created based on the relative 
sizes of adjacent tracks (a P' signifying that the current track Is larger than the prior 
track, and a "0" signifying that the current track is not ferger than the prior track). 
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Woofdward's first ^ entifler is not based on the start iocations of each track, is not 
based on a oombinatbn of these bcaiions, and specificaHy Is not based on an XOR 
gating function. With regard to the second identiffer. VVoodwaixJ teaches that this 
Identifier is based on a tota! number of tracks of different tength, wfibh b not, per ae, 
th^ total number of tracks. 

Kawamura does not address creating identifiers of data. Kawamura teaches a 
technique for recording on a multl-iayer dfek to provide high-speed access. On a top 
layer, the data is recorded from the inside to the outside; on the next layer, the data is 
recorded from the outside to inside; on the next layer, insJde to outside; and so on. In 
this manner, the end of the recording on one layer is at the same radial position as 
the beginning of the recording on the next ^ayer, and radlaS re-setting of the scanning 
device is not required at each layer transition, Kawamura uses the conventional 
technique of us^ng an XOR function to produce the twos-complement (negation) of a 
number, for determining the sector address of a layer that is recorded In the 'reverse' 
direction (outside to inside). Kawamura does not teach using the XOR function for 
creating a data-dependent identifar; Kawamura's sector addresses relate to the 
physical properties of the disk, and are unrelated to the data that may subsequently 
be placed on the disk. 

Aithough one might combine the teachings of Woodward and Kawamura: to 
provide an identiffcation daita block for data that is recorded on a multi-layer disk that 
is reoorded in alternating radial directions, this combination will not produce the 
applicants' claimed invention, because neither Woodward nor Kawamura, individually 
or cDlleotively, teaches or suggests creating a first identification block by applying an 
XOR function to the start position of tracks of data, and neither Woodward nor 
Kawrnura, individually or cotiectivesy, teaches or suggests creatmg an identification 
data block by applying an XOR function to a first and second identification block, as 
specifically claimed in cia^m 1 . 

Because the combination of Woodward and Kawamura fails to teach or 
suggest each of the elements of the applicants* claims, the applicants respectfuSiy 
mafntain that the rejection of claims 1-11 and 1S«16 under 35 U,S>C. 103(a) over 
V^odwaixJ and Kawamura is unfounded, per MPEP 2142. 



Atty: D0ck^f i^^>. 
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The applicants note that newly added Independent cSaims 17 and 19 iindude 
ymitatbns E?m§iartD those discussed above. 

view of the foregoing, the applicants respectfuily request that the Exaoihier 
withdraw the objeclion(s) and/or rejection(s) of record, allow ail the pending claims, 
and frnd the appffcation to be m condStiiDn for aOowance. any pornla remain in issue 
that may best be resoived through a personal or tefephonic interview, the Exarrriner ?s 
respectful requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number iisted 



below. 



Reapectfully suhmSted, 



Robert y . MoDarrnotl, Esq, 
Reg. 41,508 
804-493-0707 
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